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I. 

41. 

Al. 

42. 
A2. 

43.  

A3. 

44. 

A4. 

11. 

46. 

A6. 

INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY. 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

My name is Thomas J. Bourassa. My business address is 139 W. Wood Drive, 

Phoenix, Arizona 85029. 

ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING IN THIS CASE? 

On behalf of the applicant, Avra Water Co-op, Inc. (“Avra Water” or the 

“Company”). 

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED DIRECT AND REBUTTAL 

TESTIMONY IN THE INSTANT CASE? 

Yes, my direct testimony was submitted in support of the initial application in this 

docket addressing rate base, revenues and expenses, and rate design. I also 

submitted rebuttal testimony covering these same areas of the instant case. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS REJOINDER TESTIMONY? 

I will provide rejoinder testimony in response to the surrebuttal filing by Staff. 

More specifically, my rejoinder testimony relates to rate base, income statement, 

revenue requirement and rate design for Avra Water. 

SUMMARY OF AVRA WATER’S REJOINDER POSITION 

WHAT IS THE REVENUE INCREASE THAT THE COMPANY IS 

PROPOSING IN THIS REJOINDER TESTIMONY? 

The Company is proposing a total revenue requirement of $1,793,712 which 

constitutes an increase in revenues of $181,151 or 11.62 percent increase over 

adjusted test year revenues of $1,612,561. 

1 
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A7. 

Q8* 

A8. 

Q99 

A9. 

HOW DOES THIS COMPARE WITH THE COMPANY’S REBUTTAL 

FILING? 

The Company’s proposed rate base remains the same as it proposed in its rejoinder 

filing. The revenue requirement and revenue increase are somewhat less than in it 

proposed in its rebuttal filing primarily because the Company is now proposing a 

reduction in its requested rate case expense. 

WHAT ARE THE PROPOSED REVENUE REQUIREMENTS AND RATE 

INCREASES FOR THE COMPANY AND STAFF AT THIS STAGE OF 

THE PROCEEDING? 

The proposed revenue requirements and proposed rate increases are as follows: 

Revenue Requirement Revenue Incr. % Increase 

Company-Rebuttal $1,79939 1 $ 187,331 1 1.62% 

Staff-Surrebuttal $1,798,0 19 $ 151,474 9.20% 

Company Rejoinder $1,793,712 $ 181,151 1 1.23% 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE PARTIES AT 

THIS STAGE OF THE PROCEEDING. 

There remain two revenue and/or expense differences between the parties at this 

stage of the proceeding. First, Staff continues to reject the Company’s downward 

revenue annualization adjustment of approximately $34,000. Second, there remains 

a difference in the parties’ respective rate case expense recommendations. The 

Company has reduced its recommendation from $80,000 amortized over 4 years or 

$20,000 annually to $60,000 amortized over 4 years or $15,000 annually. Staff 

2 
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proposes rate case expense of $40,000 normalized over 3 years or $$13,333 

annually - an annual difference of $1,667 compared to the Company. 

There are also rate design differences between the parties. The Company 

continues to propose a rate design which encourages conservation while at the 

same time providing a higher degree of revenue stability. The Company also 

believes its rate design more appropriately considers the characteristics of its 

customer base. 

111. RATE BASE 

QlO. WOULD YOU PLEASE IDENTIFY THE PARTIES’ RESPECTIVE RATE 

BASE RECOMMENDATIONS? 

A10. Yes, the rate bases proposed by the parties at this stage of the proceeding are as 

follows: 

OCRB FVRB 

Company-Direct $ 6,560,563 $ 6,560,563 

Staff $ 6,560,563 $ 6,560,563 

Company Rebuttal $ 6,560,563 $ 6,560,563 

Q l l .  WOULD YOU PLEASE DISCUSS THE COMPANY’S PROPOSED 

ORIGINAL COST RATE BASE, AND IDENTIFY ANY ADJUSTMENTS 

YOU HAVE ACCEPTED FROM STAFF? 

Al l .  The Company is not proposing rebuttal adjustments to rate base. 

Schedule B-2, page 1 and 2, summarize the rebuttal OCRB. 

Staff are in agreement on the rate base.’ 

Rebuttal 

The Company and 

See Staff Surrebuttal Schedule GWB-3. 
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IV. 

Q12. 

A12. 

Q13. 

A13. 

414. 

INCOME STATEMENT 

WOULD YOU PLEASE DISCUSS THE COMPANY’S PROPOSED 

REJOINDER ADJUSTMENTS TO REVENUES AND EXPENSES AND 

IDENTIFY ANY ADJUSTMENTS YOU HAVE ACCEPTED FROM 

STAFF? 

The Company is proposing one rejoinder adjustment to revenue andor expenses. 

The rebuttal income statement is summarized on Rejoinder Schedule C-1, pages 1- 

2. The details of the Company’s rejoinder proposed adjustments are detailed on 

Rejoinder Schedule C-2, pages 1-2. 

As already mentioned, the Company is proposing a reduction to rate case 

expense from $80,000 amortized over 4 years or $20,000 annually to $60,000 

amortized over 4 years or $15,000 annually. See rejoinder adjustment number one 

as shown on Rejoinder Schedule C-2, page 2. 

HAS STAFF ADDRESSED THE COMPANY’S CONCERNS OVER STAFF 

PROPERTY TAX CALCULATION AND THE PURCHASED POWER 

ANNUALIZATION? 

Yes.2 

PLEASE DISCUSS THE REMAINING REVENUE AND EXPENSE 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STAFF AND THE COMPANY. 

See Surrebuttal Testimony of Gerald W. Becker (“Becker Sb.”) at 2-3. 
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A. Revenue and Expense Issues Between the Parties 

1. Revenue Annualization. 

A14. Staff continues to reject the Company proposed a downward revenue annualization 

adjustment of $34,239.3 Staff now asserts the information provided to disprove 

Staffs claim of seasonality in Avra’s customer base does not provide any 

additional information to support the Company’s original position? I am confused 

to say the least. The information provided in my rebuttal testimony specifically 

rebuts Staff basis for rejection of the revenue annualization as set forth in its direct 

testimony where Staff stated that it “determined that during the test year and each 

of the two prior years, the customer base reflects seasonal fluctuations in the 

number of customers and not an overall increase or decrease that would otherwise 

justify an annualization adj~stment.”~ 

Q15. DOESN’T STAFF APPEAR TO BACK AWAY FROM ITS SEASONALITY 

ARGUMENT? 

A15. Yes. Staff states “the Co-op seems overly concerned with Staffs characterization 

of the customer base as ‘seasonal’.6 This is odd since Staff specifically asserted 

that seasonality was the basis for its rejection of the Company’s revenue 

annualization. 

416. ON WHAT BASIS DOES STAFF NOW RELY ON TO REJECT THE 

COMPANY’S REVENUE ANNUALIZATION? 

A16. Yes. Staff asserts that the Company’s revenue annualization is flawed and points 

Becker Sb. at 3-4. 
Becker Sb. at 5. 
See Direct Testimony of Gerald W. Becker (“Becker Dt.”) at 6-7. 
Becker Sb. at 3. 
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Q17. 

A17. 

QlS. 

A1 8. 

to the June billing spike, which Staff calls an “anomalous activity” and the cause of 

a flaw in the Company’s revenue ann~alization.~ 

DIDN’T YOU EXPLAIN THE JUNE BILLING SPIKE IN YOUR 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

Yes. As I explained, the June billing spike during the test year was caused by the 

consolidation of billing cycles (a non-recurring event) which caused a one month 

spike in the bill counts.’ This was a known and measurable non-recurring event 

during the test year. Accordingly, it must be taken into consideration through the 

Company’s revenue annualization to more properly reflect revenues on a going- 

forward basis. 

PLEASE ELABORATE ON THE CONSOLIDATION OF BILLING 

CYCLES WHICH OCCURRED IN JUNE OF THE TEST YEAR. 

Prior to the consolidation of billing cycles, the Company had two billing cycles. 

The first billing cycle (“Cycle 1”) was billed at the middle of the month and the 

second billing cycle (“Cycle 2”) was billed at the end of the month. Cycle 1 

overlapped the prior month and the current month. The objective of the 

consolidation was to have one billing cycle and have all customers billed at the end 

of the month. By having one billing cycle the Company believed it could gain 

efficiencies and gain better tracking of water loss. That said, in order to 

accomplish the consolidation, Cycle 1 was billed at the middle of the month as 

normal and then billed again at the end of the month to bring the two billing cycles 

into synchronization. In July and August all customers were billed at the end of the 

Id. 
’ See Rebuttal Testimony of Thomas J. Bourassa (“Bourassa Rb.”) at 11 
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Q19. 

A19. 

420. 

A20. 

month. 

As should be obvious, the number of billings for June was much higher than 

normal and this event will not be repeated going forward. Similar to test year 

adjustments for non-recurring test year operating expenses, which Staff regularly 

proposes and the Commission to remove from test year operating expenses, the 

revenue annualization adjustment should be adopted. 

HAVE YOU EXAMINED THE BILL COUNTS FOR THE 12 MONTHS 

FOLLOWING THE TEST YEAR? AND WHAT DOES THE DATA SHOW? 

Yes. I have included as Rejoinder Exhibit TJB-RJ-1 a schedule showing the 

customer monthly bill counts with a comparison to the following year and a 

schedule showing the customer monthly bill count revenues with a comparison to 

the following year. As expected, an examination of the monthly bill counts for 

fiscal year 2012 shows no billing spike in any of the 12 months following the test 

year. See page 1 of Rejoinder Exhibit TJB-RJ-1. Further, the June billing spike 

which occurred during the test year is not repeated in June of the following year. 

PLEASE ELABORATE. 

As shown on page 1 of Rejoinder Exhibit TJB-RJ-1, during the test year, the June 

billings totaled 3,163 whereas the following year June billings totaled 2,504 - a 

reduction of 659 bills. The reduction in bills for June assumed in the revenue 

annualization is 628 bills’, somewhat less than the 659 bill difference referenced 

above. 

My examination also shows that the total billings in the following year are 

’ The 628 can be found by totaling the June increase in billings found on the revenue 
annualization schedules. See Direct Schedule C-2, pages 5.1 to 5.1 1. 
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421. 

A21. 

422. 

A22. 

far less than assumed in the revenue annualization. Let me explain. The number of 

billings assumed in the revenue annualization is 30,420.'' During the following 12 

months the number of billings was 30,084 - an overall reduction of 875 bills. The 

overall reduction in annual billings assumed by the revenue annualization is 539 

bills. The 875 bill reduction in the following year suggests that, aside from not 

repeating the June billing spike, Avra Water lost some customers during the 

following year. It also suggests that the revenue annualization proposed by Avra 

Water is conservative. 

11 

HOW DOES THE TEST YEAR-END NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS 

COMPARE THE FOLLOWING YEAR-END NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS? 

The test year-end number of customers was 2,535 and the following year-end 

number of customers was 2,494 - a reduction of 41 customers. 

HOW DOES THE FOLLOWING YEAR JUNE METERED REVENUES 

COMPARE TO THE TEST YEAR JUNE METERED REVENUES? 

A comparison of the June bill count revenues for the test year and the following 

year shows the June revenues are down by $39,364. See page 2 of Rejoinder 

Exhibit TJB-RJ-1. The reduction in the test year June bill count revenues assumed 

by the revenue annualization is $39,498 l 2  - slightly more than assumed in the 

revenue annualization. 

Overall metered revenues in the following year are also down by about 

lo The 30,420 is derived by multiplying the year-end number of customers of 2,535 by 12 months. 
l 1  See Rejoinder Schedule H- 1. 
l2  The $39,498 can be found by totaling the June increase in revenues found on the revenue 
annualization schedules. See Direct Schedule C-2, pages 5.1 to 5.1 1. 
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$94,000 compared to the test year. Test year bill count metered revenues before 

the revenue annualization were $1,6 1 1,159. l3 The following year bill count 

metered revenues were $13  16,405. The approximately $95,000 reduction in bill 

count revenues is partly due to the non-repeating June billing spike and customer 

loss as well as reduced usage - most likely from wetter weather during the 

following 12 months. The reduction in total billings of 875 bills from the test year 

to the following year accounts for approximately $44,00014 of the $94,000. The 

remaining $50,000 reduction of revenues is from a reduction in water sales (water 

usage). 

423. IS THE COMPANY SUGGESTING THE ADJUSTED TEST YEAR 

REVENUES USED TO DETERMINE THE REVENUE REQURIEMENT IN 

THE INSTANT CASE BE ADJUSTED FURTHER DOWNWARD THAN 

THE APPROXIMATELY $34,000 RECOMMENDED BY THE COMPANY 

THROUGH ITS REVENUE ANNUALIZATION? 

A23. No. However, the revenue reduction does highlight the inherent problems of using 

an historical test year with limited out of period adjustments to make the test year 

more normal. It also highlights the significant revenue swings than can occur with 

inverted tier rate designs caused by changes water usage. 
~ 

l3  See Rejoinder Schedule H- 1. 
l4 The $44,000 is computed as follows: 875 bills times the average bill for all customers of 
approximately $5 1. 
l5 The approximately $50,000 revenue reduction from a reduction in usage can be validated by 
taking the difference beiyeen years in the overall cytomer usage (in 1,000 gallons), multiplying 
this difference by the 2 tier commodity rate, then multiplying this 
result by the average number of 2012 customers, and finally multiplying this result by 12. So, 
using the 2nd tier commodity rate of $2.35 and the 2012 average number ofrdcustomers 2,507, the 
result is $48,507 (686/1000 times $2.35 times 2,507 times 12). Using the 3 tier commodity rate 
and the 2012 average number of customers of 2,507 the result is $51,603. The $50,000 falls 
approximately at the mid-point of these two values. 

tier commodity rate or 3 
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Q24. 

A24. 

Q25. 

A25. 

PLEASE RESPOND TO STAFF’S ASSERTION THAT THE COMPANY’S 

EXPLANATION OF THE JUNE BILLING SPIKE SUGGESTS THE 

CUSTOMTER BASE IS STATIC. 

Frankly, Staff suggestion does not make any sense.I6 As the information provided 

in my rebuttal testimony demonstrates the customer base is not static. In fact, the 

plots provided in my rebuttal testimony indicate a general downward trend in the 

customer base prior to the test year. During the test year, there was some, but very 

little, customer growth. This makes sense considering the poor economic 

conditions during the years examined. I explained in my rebuttal testimony, the 

revenue annualization does not just account for the June billing spike, but also 

underlying growth.I7 The evidence does not suggest, nor does the Company assert, 

the customer base is static. More importantly, the evidence does not suggest the 

revenue annualization is flawed. 

PLEASE RESPOND THE STAFF’S ASSERTION THAT YOUR PLOTS 

USE DATA 4 MONTHS BEYOND THE TEST YEAR AND THEREFORE 

DOES NOT REPRESENT KNOWN AND MEASURABLE CHANGE TO 

THE TEST YEAR. 

I am perplexed by Staffs assertion and implication that the data and plots 

presented in my rebuttal testimony are not relevant and/or meaningful to the issue 

surrounding the revenue annualization. The Company is not suggesting a change 

the test year revenues so that annualized revenues reflect the customer levels 4 

months beyond the test year. Nor is the Company suggesting that the test year 

l 6  Becker Sb. at 3. 
l 7  Bourassa Rb. at 10-15. 
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426. 

A22. 

revenues be adjusted so that the annualized revenues reflect the customer levels at 

the end of the 12 months following the test year. Rather, the known and 

measurable information presented here and in my Rebuttal Testimony that is 

beyond the test year are used to support the Company’s revenue annualization and 

to rebut Staffs arguments to have the Commission reject the revenue 

annualization. First, the known and measurable information was used to 

demonstrate that no seasonality exists and to rebut Staffs original assertion about 

seasonality. Second, the information was used to demonstrate that the June billing 

spike was a one-time, non-recurring event to rebut Staffs latest assertions 

concerning the June billing spike. 

The body of evidence in the instant case not only disproves Staffs assertion 

of seasonality but also supports the Company’s assertions that the June billing 

spike was a one-time (non-recurring) known and measurable occurrence that must 

be taken into account as a known and measurable change to the test year - which is 

proper under the Commission Rules.18 Based upon the evidence one can only 

conclude that neither of the assertions advanced by Staff in this case render the 

Company’s revenue annualization flawed. The Commission should reject the Staff 

recommendation. 

2 .  Rate Case Expense. 

PLEASE DISCUSS THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE PARTIES WITH 

RESPECT TO RATE CASE EXPENSE. 

Staff continues to recommend rate case expense of $40,000 normalized over 3 

years or $13,333 annually.” The Company now recommends rate case expense of 

l8 Arizona Administrative Code R- 14- 103. 
l9 See Staff Surrebuttal Schedule GWB- 13. 
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$60,000 amortized over 4 years or $15,000 annually - an annual difference of 

approximately $1,700. At this stage of the proceeding the Company believes its 

rate case expense will meet or exceed its $60,000 recommendation. To date the 

Company has expended over $36,000 for rate case expense with the costs of 

drafting rejoinder testimony, hearing preparation, hearing, post hearing briefing, 

Open Meeting and rate case compliance yet to be incurred. 
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V. RATEDESIGN 

423. WHAT ARE THE COMPANY’S REJOINDER PROPOSED RATES? 

A23. The proposed rates for customers with a meter size of: 

Meter 
Size (Inch) 

518 

314 

1 

1 112 

2 

3 

4 

6 

S tandpipe1Bulk 

Monthly 
Minimum 

$ 28.29 

$ 42.44 

$ 70.73 

$ 141.46 

$ 226.34 

$ 452.69 

$ 707.32 

$ 1,414.65 

$ 0.00 

Gallons included 
in Monthlv Minimum 

NOTE: Master MeteringIMultiple Dwellings on one meter: All dwellings, 

beyond direct connection which cross property lines, will be charged 100 

percent of monthly minimum, andlor are required to have their own meter. 

If the meter serves more than one dwelling on the same property, the second 

and each additional connection shall each pay 50% of monthly minimum for 

the size meter. Responsibility for payment remains with master meter 

customer. 

The commodity charges and tiers by meter size are: 

Meter Charge 
Size (Inch) Tier (gallons) per 1,000 gallons 

13 
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5/8 and % Inch 1 to 7,500 $2.50 

7,501 to 15,000 $3.08 

Over 15,000 $3.66 

1 0 to 18,750 gals $3.08 

Over 18,750 gals $3.66 

1-1/2 0 to 37,500 gals $3.08 

Over 37,500 gals $3.66 

2 0 to 60,000 gals $3.08 

Over 60,000 gals $3.66 

3 0 to 120,000 gals $3.08 

Over 120,000 gals $3.66 

4 0 to 187,500 gals $3.08 

Over 187,500 gals $3.66 

6 0 to 375,000 gals $3.08 

Over 375,000 gals $3.66 

The proposed standpipe rate and bulk water rate is $4.00 per 1,000 gallons 

with no minimum monthly charge. 

424. WHAT IS THE IMPACT OF THE COMPANY’S REJOINDER PROPOSED 

RATES ON AN AVERAGE 518x314 INCH METERED RESIDENTIAL 

CUSTOMER? 

A24. The present monthly bill for a 5/8x3/4 inch metered customer using an average of 

9,221 gallons is $48.68. The proposed monthly bill for a 5/8x3/4 inch metered 

residential customer using an average of 9,221 gallons would be $52.34, an 

increase of $3.66 or 7.5 1 percent compared to the present rates. 

14 
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Q25. PLEASE COMMENT ON THE STAFF PROPOSED RATE DESIGN. 

A25. I have no fbrther comments at this time as Staff has not commented on my rebuttal 

testimony supporting the Company proposed rate design. Staff continues to 

propose the rate design it proposed in its direct testimony.20 

A. Miscellaneous Charges. 

Q26. IS THERE ANY DISAGREEMENT BETWEEN THE STAFF AND THE 

COMPANY REGARDING MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES? 

A26. No. 

427. IS THERE ANY DISAGREEMENT BETWEEN THE STAFF AND THE 

COMPANY REGARDING THE OFF-SITE HOOK-UP FEES? 

A27. No. 

428. DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR REJOINDER TESTIMONY? 

A28. Yes. Although my silence on any issue not discussed herein does not necessarily 

constitute agreement with Staff as to matters or arguments I have not addressed. 

2o Becker Sb. at 5 .  
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Avra Water Co-op, Inc. 
Test Year Ended August 31,201 1 

Computation of Increase in Gross Revenue 
Requirements As Adjusted 

Exhibit 
Rejoinder Schedule A-I 
Page 1 
Witness: Bourassa 

Line 
L 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 

Fair Value Rate Base $ 6,560,563 

Adjusted Operating Income 

Current Operating Margin 

Required Operating Income 

Required Operating Margin 

Operating Income Deficiency 

Gross Revenue Conversion Factor 

127,568 

7.91 yo 

$ 304,931 

17.00% 

177,363 $ 

1.0214 

Increase in Gross Revenue 
Requirement 181 ,I 51 

Adjusted Test Year Revenues 
Increase in Gross Revenue Revenue Requirement 
Proposed Revenue Requirement 
% Increase 

1,612,561 
181,151 

1,793,712 
1 1.23% 

Current Retum on Fair Value Rate Base 
Proposed Return on Fair Value Rate Base 

1.94% 
4.65% 

Present Proposed 
Rates - Rates - 

Customer 
Classification 
/Residential Commercial, lrriaation) 
518x314 Inch 
518x314 Inch Multi-dwelling 2 units 
518x314 Inch Multi-dwelling 3 units 
314 Inch 
314 Inch Multi-dwelling 7 units 
1 Inch 
1 112 Inch 
2 Inch Meter 
4 Inch 
6 Inch 
ConstructionlStandpipe 

Dollar Percent 
Increase Increase 

11.12% 
13.98% 
11.63% 
7.02% 

22.13% 
13.01 % 
4.06% 
5.07% 
3.27% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

12.08% 

1 1.21 Yo 

0.00% 
-85.93% 

$ 1,423,672 
1 10,405 

5,953 
18,913 
4,624 

23,548 
4,070 
9,396 

10,140 

$ 1,582,033 $ 
125,835 

6,646 
20,240 
5,648 

26,612 
4,236 
9,873 

10,472 

158,361 
15,430 

692 
1,327 
1,023 
3,064 

165 
477 
332 

(4,135) 

436 436 

Revenue Annualization $ (34,239) $ (38,374) 

Subtotal 176,737 $ 1,576,921 $ 1,753,657 $ 

Other Water Revenues 
Reconciling Amount 
Reounding 
Total of Water Revenues 

$ 40,778 $ 40,778 
(5,138) (723) 4,415 

0.00% 
$ 1,612,560 $ 1,793,712 $ 181,152 11.23% 

SUPPORTING SCHEDULES: 
B-1 
c-I 
c-3 
H-I 



Line 
- No. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

Avra Water Co-op, Inc. 
Test Year Ended August 31,201 1 

Summary of Rate Base 

Gross Utility Plant in Service 
Less: Accumulated Depreciation 

Net Utility Plant in Service 

Less: 
Advances in Aid of 

Contributions in Aid of 

Service Line and Meter Charges 
Customer Security Deposits 

Construction 

Construction - Net of amortization 

plus: 
Working capital 

Total Rate Base 

SUPPORTING SCHEDULES: 
8-2 
8-3 
B-5 

Exhibit 
Rejoinder Schedule B-1 
Page 1 
Witness: Bourassa 

Original Cost Fair Value 
Rate base Rate Base 

$ 15,919,009 $ 1591 9,009 
5,134,380 5,134,380 

$ 10,784,629 $ 10,784,629 

301,520 

3,816,759 
55,702 
50,084 

30 1,520 

3,816,759 
55,702 
50,084 

$ 6,560,563 $ 6,560,563 



Avra Water Co-op, Inc. 
Test Year Ended August 31,201 1 

Original Cost Rate Base Proforma Adjustments 

Exhibit 
Rejoinder Schedule B-2 
Page 1 
Witness: Bourassa 

Rejoinder 
Adjusted 
at end of 
Test Year 

Adjusted 
at end Proform a 

of Adjustments 
Test Year Amount 

Line 
- No. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 

Gross Utility 
Plant in Service $ 15,919,009 $ 1591 9,009 

Less: 
Accumulated 
Depreciation 5,134,380 5,134,380 

Net Utility Plant 
in Service $ 10,784,629 $ 10,784,629 

Less: 
Advances in Aid of 

Construction 301,520 301,520 

Contributions in Aid of 
Construction - Net 3,816,759 3,816,759 

Service Line and Meter Installation Chgs 55,702 
Customer Security Deposits 50,084 

55,702 
50,084 

Plus: 
Working capital 

Total $ 6,560,563 $ 6,560,563 

RECAP SCHEDULES: 
B- 1 

SUPPORTING SCHEDULES: 
B-2, pages 2 
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Line 
- No. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
1 1  
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

~ 30 

Avra Water Co-op, Inc. 
Test Year Ended August 31,201 1 

Original Cost Rate Base Proforma Adjustments 
Adjustment 3 

CIAC and Accumulated Amortization 

Computed balance at 08/31/2011 

Adjusted Book balance at 08/31/2011 

Increase (decrease) 

Adjustment to CIAC 
Label 

SUPPORTING SCHEDULES 
8-2, page 5.1 to 5.3 

Gross ClAC 
$ 5,196,263 

$ 5,196,262 

$ 0 

3a 

Exhibit 
Rejoinder Schedule 8-2 
Page 5 
Witness: Bourassa 

A.A. 
$ (1,379,503) 

$ (1,379,503) 

$ 0 

$ (0) 
3b 

31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 



m 

0 w 

c 
al z 



t9 

fc) 

h 

t9 

Q) 

2 

t9 

0 

0 
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t9 

t9 



t9 

t9 



Line 
- No. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

Avra Water Co-op, Inc. 
Test Year Ended August 31,201 1 
Computation of Working Capital 

Cash Working Capital (1/8 of Allowance 
Operation and Maintenance Expense) 

Pumping Power (1/24 of Pumping Power) 
Purchased Water (1/24 of Purchased Water) 
Materials and Supplies 
Prepayments 

Total Working Capital Allowance 

Working Capital Requested 

SUPPORTING SCHEDULES: 
E- 1 

Total Operating Expense 
Less: 
Income Tax 
Property Tax 
Depreciation 
Purchased Water 
Pumping Power 

Exhibit 
Rejoinder Schedule B-5 
Page 1 
Witness: Bourassa 

$ 1 16,298 
5,333 

34,650 
4,906 

$ 161,186 

!% 

RECAP SCHEDULES: 
B-1 

1,484,993 

103,545 
323,081 

127,984 



Avra Water Co-op, Inc. 
Test Year Ended August 31,201 1 

Income Statement 

Exhibit 
Rejoinder Schedule C-I 
Page 1 

Line 
- No. 

1 Revenues 
2 Metered Water Revenues 
3 Unmetered Water Revenues 
4 Other Water Revenues 
5 
6 Operating Expenses 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 

- .  

Salaries and Wages 
Employee Pensions $ Benefits 
Purchased Water 
Purchased Power 
Fuel for Power Production 
Chemicals 
Materials and Supplies 
Office Supplies and Expense 
Contractual Services - Engineering 
Contractual Services - Accounting 
Contractual Services - Legal 
Contractual Services - Testing 
Contractual Services - Other 
Rents 
Transportation Expenses 
Insurance -Vehicle 
Insurance - General Liability 
Insurance -Workers Comp. 
Insurance - Other 
Advertising Expense 
Water Resource Conservation 
Reg. Comm. Exp. - Rate Case 
Bade Debt Expense 
Miscellaneous Expense 
Depreciation Expense 
Taxes Other Than Income 
Property Taxes 
Income Tax 

Total Operating Expenses 
Operating Income 
Other Income (Expense) 

Interest Income 
Other income 
Interest Expense 
Other Expense 

Total Other Income (Expense) 
Net Profit (Loss) 

SUPPORTING SCHEDULES: 
C-I , page 2 

Witness: Bourassa 
Rejoinder 

Test Year Test Year Proposed Adjusted 
Adjusted Adjusted Rate with Rate 
Results Adiustment Results Increase Increase 

- $ 1,571,783 $ 181,151 $ 1,752,934 $ 1,571,783 $ 

40,778 40,778 40,778 
$ 1,612,561 $ - $ 1,612,561 $ 181,151 $ 1,793,712 

$ 409,212 
124,256 

127,984 

1,132 
10,360 
7,540 

12,699 
51,694 
4,812 

11,062 
67,405 
10,726 
73,511 
6,161 

11,800 
6,317 

16,829 
1,297 

634 

$ 409,212 
124,256 

127,984 

1,132 
10,360 
7,540 

12,699 
51,694 
4,812 

11,062 
67,405 
10,726 
73,511 
6,161 

11,800 
6,317 

16,829 
1,297 

634 

$ 409,212 
124,256 

127,984 

1,132 
10,360 
7,540 

12,699 
51,694 
4,812 

11,062 
67,405 
10,726 
73,511 
6,161 

1 1,800 
6,317 

16,829 
1,297 

634 
20,000 15,000 15,000 
6,221 6,221 6,221 

45,693 45,693 45,693 
323,081 323,081 323,081 
36,024 36,024 36,024 

103,545 103,545 3,788 107,333 

$ 1,489,993 $ (5,000) $ 1,484,993 $ 3,788 $ 1,488,781 
$ 122,568 $ 5,000 $ 127,568 $ 177,363 $ 304,931 

455 455 

(1 55,000) (0) (1 55,000) 

455 

(1 55,000) 

$ (154,544) $ (0) $ (154,545) $ - $ (154,545) 
$ (31,976) $ 5,000 $ (26,976) $ 177,363 $ 150,386 

RECAP SCHEDULES: 
A-I 





Line 
- No. 

1 
2 
3 Revenues 
4 
5 Expenses 
6 
7 Operating 
8 Income 
9 
10 Interest 
11 Expense 
12 Other 
13 Income/ 
14 Expense 
15 
16 Net Income 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 Revenues 
24 
25 Expenses 
26 
27 Operating 
28 Income 
29 
30 Interest 
31 Expense 
32 Other 
33 Income/ 
34 Expense 
35 
36 Net Income 
37 
38 

Avra Water Co-op, Inc. 
Test Year Ended August 31,201 1 

Adjustments to Revenues and Expenses 

Exhibit 
Rejoinder Schedule C-2 
Page 1 
Witness: Bourassa 

Adiustments to Revenues and ExDenses 
1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 - 6 Subtotal 

RateCase Intentionally Intentionally Intentionally Intentionally Intentionally 
Exoense Left Blank Left Blank Left Blank Left Blank Left Blank 

~ 

5,000 5.000 

Adiustments to Revenues and ExDenses 
- 7 8 - 9 - 10 - 11 12 Subtotal 

Intentionally Intentionally Intentionally Intentionally Intentionally Intentionally 
Left Blank Left Blank Left Blank Left Blank Left Blank Left Blank 

(5,000) 

5,000 

~i nnn 



Avra Water Co-op, Inc. 
Test Year Ended August 31,201 1 

ADJUSTMENTS TO REVENUES AND/OR EXPENSES 
Adjustment Number 2 

Line 
- No. 

1 Rate Case Expense 
2 
3 Estimated Rate Case Expense 
4 
5 
6 
7 Annual Rate Case Expense 
8 
9 
10 
11 Increase(decrease) Rate Case Expense 
12 
13 Adjustment to Revenue and/or Expense 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

Estimated Amortization Period in Years 

Test Year Rate Case Expense 

Exhibit 
Rejoinder Schedule C-2 
Page 2 
Witness: Bourassa 

$ 60,000 

4 

$ 15,000 

$ 20,000 

$ (5,000) 

$ (5,000) 



8 

Avra Water Co-op, Inc. Exhibit 
Rejoinder Schedule C-3 
Page 1 
Witness: Bourassa 

Test Year Ended August 31,201 1 
Computation of Gross Revenue Conversion Factor 

Line 
- No. Description 

1 
2 
3 Property Taxes 
4 
5 
6 Total Tax Percentage 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 1 = Gross Revenue Conversion Factor 
14 Operating Income % 
15 
16 SUPPORTING SCHEDULES: 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 

Combined Federal and State Effective Income Tax Rate 

Operating Income % = 100% - Tax Percentage 

Percentage 
of 

Incremental 
Gross 

Revenues 
0.00% 

2.09% 

2.09% 

97.91 % 

1.0214 

RECAP SCHEDULES: 
A- 1 
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Line 
- No. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 

Avra Water Co-op, Inc. 
Present and Proposed Rates 

Test Year Ended August 31,201 1 

Exhibit 
Rejoinder Schedule H-3 
Page 4 
Witness: Bourassa 

Meter and Service Line Charaes 
Total Total 

Present Proposed Proposed Proposed 
Charae Service Line Cha Meter Install Chq CharQe 

518 x 314 Inch 
314 Inch 
1 Inch 
1 112 Inch 
2 Inch Turbo 
2 Inch, Compound 
3 Inch Turbo 
3 Inch, compound 
4 Inch Turbo 
4 Inch, compound 
6 Inch Turbo 
6 Inch, compound 

Other Service Charaes: 

Establishment 
Establishment (After Hours) 
Reconnection (Delinquent) 
Reconnection (After hours) 
Meter Test (calibration or leak detection) 
Water Test - Remove & Test Meter (Customer Request) 
Meter Test (if correct) 
Deposit Requirement 
Deposit Interest 
Reestablishment (Within 12 months) 
NSF Check 
Deferred Payment, per month 
Meter Re-read (if correct) 
Late Charge 
Hourly Charge for after hours service 
Service Charge for after hours service 
Water line crosssing paved road 
Charges for emergency service not caused by Company 
Line Extension Agreement 
Sprinkler rate 
Master Metering 
Meter installation tampering (cutting lock or angle meter stops) 

$ 410.00 $ 
455.00 
520.00 
740.00 

1,235.00 
1,800.00 
1,705.00 
2,340.00 
2,700.00 
3,405.00 
5,035.00 
6,510.00 

$ 25.00 $ 
$ 50.00 
$ 50.00 $ 
$ 75.00 
$ 50.00 
$ 35.00 

NT $ 

6.00% 
(a) 

(b) 
$ 25.00 $ 

$ - $  
1.50% 

(c) 
cost 

NT $ 
(d) 

(e) 
(f) 

cost 
cost 

cost 

290.00~ $ 
290.00 
205.00 
330.00 
355.00 
355.00 
395.00 
395.00 
610.00 
610.00 
890.00 
890.00 

25.00 
removed 

35.00 
removed 
removed 
removed 

40.00 

6.00% 

25.00 
1.50% 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 
removed 

50.00 
(d) 

cost 
cost 

(e) 
(f) 

cost 

120.00 
165.00 
31 5.00 
41 0.00 
880.00 

1,445.00 
1,310.00 
1,945.00 
2,090.00 
2,795.00 
4,145.00 
5,620.00 

(a) Per Rule R14-2-403.8. 
(b) Per Rule R14-2-403.D. Monthly minimim times the number of months off system. 
(c) Creater of $5.00 or 1.5% of unpaid balance. 
(d) Customer expense to be done by contractor with no responsibility to the Co-op. 
(e) 1% of monthly minimum for a comparable meter connection, but no less than $7.00 per month. 
(f) Multiple dwelling on one meter. All dwellings, beyond direct connection which cross property lines, will 

be charged 100% of monthly minimum, andlor are required to have their own meter. If meter services more 
than one dwelling on property, second and each addtional connection each pay 50% of monthly minimum 
for the size meter. Responsibility for payment remains with the master meter customer. 

$ 410.00 
455.00 
520.00 
740.00 

1,235.00 
1,800.00 
1,705.00 
2,340.00 
2,700 .OO 
3,405.00 
5,035.00 
6,510.00 



Avra Water Co-op, Inc. 
Present and Proposed Rates 

Test Year Ended August 31,201 1 

Line 
- No. 

1 
2 Offsite Hook-uP Charaes 
3 
4 
5 Metersize 
6 
7 518 x 314 Inch 
8 314 Inch 
9 1 Inch 
10 1.5 Inch 
11 2 Inch 
12 3lnch 
13 4 Inch 
14 6 Inch or larger 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

NARUC 
Meter Factor 

1 
1.2 
2 
4 

6.4 
12 
20 
40 

Exhibit 
Rejoinder Schedule H- 
Page 5 
Witness: Bourassa 

Present ProDosed 

$ 1,875 $ 1,875 
$ 2,250 $ 2,250 
$ 3,750 $ 3,750 
$ 7,500 $ 7,500 

$ 22,500 $ 22,500 
$ 37,500 $ 37,500 
$ 75,000 $ 75,000 

$ 12,000 $ 12,000 



c 

w 

Avra Water Co-op, Inc. 
Test Year Ended August 31,2011 

LINE 
- NO. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

7 
8 
9 
10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

24 
25 
26 

27 
28 
29 

30 
31 
32 
33 
34 

35 
36 
37 

38 

Exhibit 
Rejoinder Schedule C-3 
Page 2 
Witness: Bourassa 

GROSS REVENUE CONVERSION FACTOR 

DESCRIPTION 

Calculation of Gross Revenue Conversion Factor; 
Revenue 
Uncollecible Factor (Line 11) 
Revenues (L1 - L2) 
Combined Federal and State Income Tax and Property Tax Rate (Line 23) 
Subtotal (L3 - L4) 
Revenue Conversion Factor (L1 I L5) 

Calculation of Uncollectible Factor: 
Unity 
Combined Federal and State Tax Rate (Line 17) 
One Minus Combined Income Tax Rate (L7 - L8 ) 
Uncollectible Rate 
Uncollectible Factor (L9 L10 ) 

Calculation of Effective Tax Rate: 
Operating Income Before Taxes (Arizona Taxable Income) 
Arizona State Income Tax Rate 
Federal Taxable Income (L12 - L13) 
Applicable Federal Income Tax Rate (Line 44) 
Effective Federal Income Tax Rate (L14 x L15) 
Combined Federal and State Income Tax Rate (L13 +L16) 

Calculation of Effective Prooetiv Tax Factor 
Unity 
Combined Federal and State Income Tax Rate (L17: 
One Minus Combined Income Tax Rate (L18-L19) 
Property Tax Factor (GTM-14, L24) 
Effective Property Tax Factor (L20*L21) 
Combined Federal and State Income Tax and Property Tax Rate (L17+L22) 

Required Operating Income (Schedule GWB-1, Line 5 )  
AdjustedTest Year Operating Income (Loss) (Schedule GWB-10, Line 42) 
Required Increase in Operating Income (L24 - L25) 

Income Taxes on Recornmended Revenue (Col. (F), L52) 
Income Taxes on Test Year Revenue (Col. (C), L52) 
Required Increase in Revenue to Provide for Income Taxes (L27 - L28) 

Recommended Revenue Requirement (Schedule GWB-1, Line IO) 
Uncollectible Rate (Line IO) 
Uncollectible Expense on Recommended Revenue (L24 L25) 
Adjusted Test Year Uncollectible Expense 
Required Increase in Revenue to Provide for Uncollectible Exp. 

Property Tax with Recommended Revenue (GTM-15, 20) 
Property Tax on Test Year Revenue (GTM-15, Col A, L16) 
Increase in Property Tax Due to Increase in Revenue (L35-L36) 

Total Required Increase in Revenue (L26 + L29 + L37) 

100.0000% 
0.0000% 

100.0000% 

100.0000% 

0.0000% 
0.0000% 

100.0000% 
0.0000% 

100.0000% 
2.091 1% 

2.091 1 % 
2.091 1 % 

$ 304,931 
$ 127,568 

$ 177,363 

$ 1,793,712 
0.0000% 

$ 

$ 107,333 
$ 103,545 

$ 3,788 

$ 181,151 
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